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Abstract 
 
Organisations have to innovate in order to keep up with their competitors and survive in a 
changing environment. They need employees who are able to adjust their work behaviour and 
actively seek new ideas and opportunities, not only applying their creative skills to their own jobs, 
but also contributing to the adaptability and effectiveness of their organisation. 
 
Innovative Work Behaviour (IWB) consists of idea generation, idea promotion and idea 
realisation. A crucial aspect is that IWB results in a clear innovative output and specifically intends 
to implement the idea. This requires active behaviour of employees that often exceeds job 
descriptions and role expectations. Human resource (HR)-instruments, such as people flow, 
appraisal and reward and employment relation, that go beyond primary rewards like salary, can 
help to motivate employees to take on these extra job demands. It also requires an organisational 
learning culture that stimulates exploration, with aspects such as search, variation, risk taking, 
experimentation, play, flexibility, discovery and innovation, and exploitation, with aspects like 
refinement, choice, production, efficiency, selection implementation and execution. 
 
The purpose of this study is to gain insight in the relationship between High Performance Work 
Systems and Innovative Work Behaviour at employee level in a not-for-profit organization. The 
notion is that the Innovative Work Behaviour of employees and organizational learning can be 
stimulated by using the three subsystems of High Performance Work Systems: people flow, 
appraisal and reward, and employment relation. The second objective of the study is to verify 
the abovementioned results against the manager’s perception of their employees’ performance. 
The following research questions have been drafted for this study: 
 
What is the impact of High Performance Work Systems on Innovative Work Behaviour in a not- 
for-profit organisation? And to what extent is this relationship mediated by Explorative and 
Exploitative Learning? 
 
The research was conducted at the Material Logistic Command which supplies and maintains all 
ground based equipment of the entire Netherlands Defence organisation. For the first part of the 
study a survey was e-mailed to 210 employees, which generated 160 complete responses (76%). 
The second survey was send to 37 managers and 27 complete responses were received (73%). 
Due to the small sample of directly linked employees and managers (N=23), no valid results and 
conclusions could be drawn on the dyadic level and therefore, no statements could be made 
regarding the second part of the study. 
 
Regarding the first part of the study, the research implies that High Performance Work Systems 
are not related to the Innovative Work Behaviour of employees. It seems that, rather than just 
using HR-instruments to make innovation happen, the mechanisms at play are more complex. 
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The data suggests that exploitation activities such as refinement, efficiency, implementation and 
execution do not mediate the relationship between High Performance Work Systems and 
Innovative Work Behaviour. Also, there is no direct link between exploitation activities and 
Innovative Work Behaviour. However, the results do imply that explorative activities, such as 
search, experimentation, discovery and innovation, partially mediate the relationship between 
High Performance Working Systems and Innovative Work Behaviour of employees. 
 
This study shows that the mechanisms that affect Innovative Work Behaviour are complex and 
more subtle than expected. It appears that it is of no use to implement exploration and 
exploitation activities simultaneously to enhance Innovative Work Behaviour of employees. The 
focus needs to be on exploration in order to stimulate innovation. 
 
Several practical implications can be drawn from this research. Managers can allow their 
employees to conduct explorative activities in addition to the tasks in their job description. 
Although this is already done by several IT-companies, it would also be beneficial for 
organisations in other branches. Managers can encourage their employees to go beyond the 
scope of their regular tasks and accept that during ‘exploration time’ there might be a drop in 
efficiency and productivity. Employees need to stretch their comfort zone and be willing to take 
up new activities and actively search for new ideas. 
 
The results from my research deviate from previous studies and this leads to several suggestions 
for other researchers. It would be intriguing to investigate why there is no relation between the 
HPWS-subsystems and Innovative Work Behaviour. The question remains- which HR-instruments 
can enhance innovation. 
 
More research is also needed to look into the relationship between HPWS and Explorative and 
Exploitative Learning as aspects of organisational learning, and their effect on Innovative Work 
Behaviour, as this study indicates ambivalence between these constructs and it contradicts 
earlier research. Further research may show whether an organisation should only focus on 
explorative learning to stimulate Innovative Work Behaviour or if the focus should alternate over 
time between explorative and exploitative learning activities. 
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1. Introduction 
 
‘Organizations in the contemporary world have to adapt and innovate in order to compete if they 
are firms, or to meet society’s growing expectations if they are public service providers.’ 
 
This ten year old quote of John Child (2005) is still valid today. It was more recently affirmed in 
an online lecture by Gary Hamel (2011) who states that acceleration of change, hypercompetition 
and knowledge creation are the challenges that companies are facing nowadays. 
 
Organisations have to innovate in order to keep up with their competitors and survive in a 
changing environment. They need employees who are able to adjust their work behaviour and 
actively seek new ideas and opportunities, not only applying their creative skills to their own jobs, 
but also contributing to the adaptability and effectiveness of their organisation (Schein, 1970, 
1980; Van Maanen & Schein, 1979 in: Welbourne, Johnson, Erez, 1998, p. 544). 
 
The concept of Innovative Work Behaviour (IWB) consists of idea generation, idea promotion and 
idea realisation (Scott & Bruce, 1994 in: Janssen, 2000, p. 288). A crucial aspect is that IWB results 
in a clear innovative output and specifically intends to implement the idea. This requires active 
behaviour of employees that often exceeds job descriptions and role expectations. Human 
resource (HR)-instruments that go beyond primary rewards can help to motivate employees to 
take on these extra job demands. It also requires an organisational culture that stimulates 
experimentation, discovery, openness and willingness to learn from ones mistakes. 
 
Innovation is often associated with for-profit organisations in a highly competitive market. It 
would be intriguing to find out in what manner IWB is present in a not-for-profit organisation. 
From an organisational perspective it would be interesting to see how this innovative behaviour 
of employees can be enhanced. Which measures can be taken in order to encourage this 
innovativeness? Do explorative and exploitative learning activities help the innovation process? 
Is it possible to stimulate organisational learning and Innovative Work Behaviour by using a 
comprehensive set of HR-instruments? And do managers perceive innovative employees as more 
creative, innovative and better performing? 
 
These questions have not yet been answered by previous research and are of interest for 
organisations and practitioners. In order to develop more insight into these questions, I have 
formulated the following research question for this thesis: 
 
What is the impact of High Performance Work Systems on Innovative Work Behaviour in a not- 
for-profit organisation? And to what extent is this relationship mediated by Explorative and 
Exploitative Learning? 
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I answer this research question by drafting a model in which the relationships between High 
Performance Work Systems, Innovative Work Behaviour and explorative and exploitative 
learning, as aspects of organizational learning, are studied. I also examine the influence on Job 
Satisfaction on all of these variables. In the second part of this study the results of the first part 
are set against the manager’s perception of their employees’ performance in order to see if 
Innovative Work Behaviour leads to a higher Job- and Creativity Performance and to study its 
effect on the Innovator Role of employees. 
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2. Literature review and hypotheses 
 
In this chapter relevant literature for this study is reviewed and the hypotheses used are drafted. 
The research model that illustrates the coherence of the hypotheses is included below. 
 
2.1. Innovative Work Behaviour 
To stay competitive in today’s business environments, organisations need to innovate to keep up 
with rapidly changing markets. Employees working in these firms must to be able to adjust their 
work behaviour and actively seek new ideas and opportunities. Innovative Work Behaviour (IWB) 
has been a topic of academic research for the past twenty-five years. Many researchers 
contributed to this field and in most literature IWB is defined as ‘the intentional creation, 
introduction and application of new ideas within a work role, group of organization, in order to 
benefit role performance, the group, or the organization’ (Janssen, 2000, p. 288; De Jong & Den 
Hartog, 2010, p. 24). 
 
IWB is often linked to the innovation cycle and follows a three step process. It starts with idea 
generation, to construct new and useful ideas, followed by idea promotion, to gain sponsors or 
build a coalition of supporters to get the necessary backing, and finally idea realization, to 
produce a prototype or model to experience the innovation and to apply it in practice (Scott & 
Bruce, 1994 in: Janssen, 2000, p. 288). 
 
Although some researchers separate idea exploration from idea generation, and define IWB as a 
four step process, reasoning that these items are viewed as two distinct cognitive behaviours in 
both creativity and entrepreneurship literature, weak evidence was found to support this 
fourfold distinction (De Jong & Den Hartog, 2010, p. 24, 33). Therefore this study adheres to the 
more common view of the three step process and uses the definition and questionnaire Janssen 
(2001) provided to measure individual innovative behaviour in the workplace. 
 
In most literature it is recognised that IWB consists of complex behaviour that often goes beyond 
the prescribed tasks of the job description or role expectations. IWB results in a clear innovative 
output and specifically intents to implement the idea. This aspect separates it from creativity, 
which is a crucial component of IWB (De Jong & Den Hartog, 2010, p. 24). Innovation may also 
lead to difficulties  and frustration and an employee  may experience resistance during the 
innovation process (Carmeli, Meitar, Weisberg, 2006, p. 79). 
 
Although some research has been done to examine the influence of personal characteristics, such 
as self-leadership and empowerment of employees on IWB (Carmeli et al., 2006; Ramamoorthy 
et al., 2005) no research has been found on how to stimulate innovative behaviour using the 
Human Resource (HR)-instruments of High Performance Work Systems (HWPS). This study will 
examine the relationship between these concepts more closely. 
10 
Innovation on demand: 
Can Innovative Work Behaviour be stimulated by High Performance Work Systems in a learning organisation? 
Ilse Verdiesen – 838029212 – 30 September 2015 
 
 
2.2. High Performance Work Systems 
High Performance Work Systems have been a much debated concept in the field of Strategic 
Human Resource Management (SHRM) for the past thirty years. The processes through which 
HR-practices impact organisational performance and the underlying theories have been criticised 
by many scholars (Wright & Haggerty, 2005, p. 4). Research by Guest et al. (2003, p. 291) shows 
that, although Human Resource Management (HRM) is strongly associated with financial and 
productivity performance, it does not automatically mean that HRM leads to higher performance. 
 
Despite these critiques, meta-analysis found that HPWS can improve the performance of 
organisations by two intersecting processes. On one hand, it increases the knowledge, skills and 
abilities of employees as well as their motivation and opportunity to perform their tasks. On the 
other hand, it facilitates communication and cooperation amongst employees by improving the 
internal social structures of organisations (Combs, Liu, Hall, Ketchen, 2006, p. 502). 
 
This study adheres to the description provided by Den Hartog et al. (2013, p. 1640) which 
combines a resource-based approach, that focusses on HR-practices for employee development, 
with a control-based approach, which focusses on managing employee performance. In their 
study Den Hartog et al. (2013, p. 1640) state that HPWS consists of three main HR-subystems: (1) 
people flow, including staffing, employee mobility, and  training, (2) appraisal and reward, 
including performance appraisal, compensation, and benefits, and (3) employment relation, 
including job design and participation. Combing these skill-, motivation-, and empowerment- 
practices ‘should enhance the skills, motivation and discretionary effect of employees and lead 
ultimately to higher performance’ (Den Hartog, Boon, Verburg, Croon, 2013, p. 1640). The 
questionnaire provided by Patel et al. (2013, p. 1440-1441) is used in this study to measure HWPS. 
 
The notion of using a set of HR-subsystems to improve organizational performance has induced 
many researchers to study its effect on employee behaviour. Combined research in the field of 
strategic human resource management suggests that ‘high performance’ HR-practices positively 
affect organizational performance outcomes and that the impact runs via individual employees 
(Den Hartog et al., 2013, p. 1638). 
 
Other research implies that when supervisors grant a high level of autonomy and freedom, their 
employees are more likely to show innovative behaviour, including generating, testing and 
implementing ideas, because they perceive themselves to be more in control of changing their 
situation (Krause, 2004 in: De Jong & Den Hartog, 2010, p. 25). 
 
Janssen (2000, p. 297) found that perceptions of effort-reward can regulate the response of 
employees to act more innovatively to job demands. It seems that employees who feel fairly 
rewarded by their organization will respond more innovatively to higher levels of job demands, 
but when they perceive under-reward fairness the higher level of job demands did not transform 
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in more IWB. Employees are more inclined to conduct innovative activities at work if they feel 
that their supervisors support their innovation (Janssen, 2005, p. 573). 
 
These studies show that organisations can influence the IWB of employees using various HR- 
instruments such as autonomy and support. They also indicate that HR-subsystems of HWPS 
enhances the skills, motivation and empowerment of employees, which may lead to a higher 
perception of fair reward by the organization and positively influence IWB. This results in the 
following hypothesis: 
 
H1: High Performance Work Systems are positively related to Innovative Work Behaviour. 
 
 
2.3. Organisational learning 
To adapt and respond quickly to changes in the environment, organisations require the capacity 
to learn continuously and must be able to transform themselves. Research shows that an 
organisational culture that supports learning can lead to improved performance, but the path to 
this improvement is highly complex (Marsick, Watkins, 2003 p. 136, 142). 
 
Mom, Bosch, Van Den and Volberda (2007, p. 912-913) describe organizational learning as the 
relation between exploration, with aspects such as search, variation, risk taking, 
experimentation, play, flexibility, discovery and innovation, and exploitation, with aspects like 
refinement, choice, production, efficiency, selection implementation and execution. They state 
that: ‘…the essence of exploration activities is crafting variety in  experience’ whereas ‘the 
essence of exploitation activities is creating reliability in experience’. This study uses this 
description as basis, and the survey Mom et al. (2007, p, 919) developed to measure exploration 
and exploitation activities. 
 
In literature this duality between exploration and exploitation activities is referred to as 
organizational ambidexterity, which is the ability of an organization to efficiently take advantage 
of existing market opportunities through ‘exploitation’ and innovate to handle the challenges of 
future markets through ‘exploration’ (Patel, Messersmith, Lepak, 2013, p. 1420). Organisations 
striving for ambidexterity need to use practices that develop the flexibility of employees so they 
can perform both explorative and exploitative activities. The implementation of a 
complementary set of HR-practices can simultaneously build a workforce that is capable to 
exploit existing markets and explore new opportunities (Patel, Messersmith, Lepak, 2013, p. 
1432). Based on these findings it is expected that HPWS positively relates to both explorative and 
exploitative learning. Therefore: 
 
H2: High Performance Work Systems are positively related to explorative learning. 
H3: High Performance Work Systems are positively related to exploitative learning. 
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Although some research on HWPS, IWB and organisational learning has been done, the impact 
of exploration and exploitation activities on incremental and radical innovation needs to be 
further examined (Mom et al., 2007, p. 927). It is indicated that HWPS practices, explorative and 
exploitative activities, all enhance efficiency and innovation in firms and may lead to growth 
(Patel et al., 2013, p. 1429). However, the mechanisms at play are not completely clear. It might 
be that Explorative and Exploitative Learning mediate the relationship between HPWS and IWB. 
The skills, motivation and empowerment of employees that are enhanced by HWPS could be 
related to IWB through the generation of new ideas by Explorative Learning activities such as 
search and experimentation, and the implementation of these ideas by Exploitative Learning 
activities such as production and execution. This observation leads to the following hypotheses: 
 
H4: Explorative Learning mediates the relationship between High Performance Work Systems and 
Innovative Work Behaviour. 
 
H5: Exploitative Learning mediates the relationship between High Performance Work Systems 
and Innovative Work Behaviour. 
 
 
2.4. Job Performance 
The concept of Job Performance has been a topic of research for many decades. This study 
adheres to the definition provided by Rotundo & Sackett (2002, p. 66) and Job Performance is 
described as ‘the actions and behaviours that are under control of the individual and contribute 
to the goals of the organization’. Job Performance consists of three components. Task 
performance, which includes behaviours that contribute to the production of a good, or provision 
of a service, and is not restricted to  behaviours in the job  description. Counterproductive 
performance, which is voluntary behaviour that is detrimental to the organisation and citizenship 
performance, consisting of behaviour that supports the goals of an organisation by contributing 
to its social and psychological environment (Rotundo & Sackett, 2002, p. 66 - 69). 
 
This third component, Organizational Citizenship Behaviour (OCB), is also defined as individual 
behaviour that is not directly or explicitly recognised by the formal reward system, but it 
improves the efficiency and effectiveness of an organisation by contributing to resource 
transformations, innovativeness, and adaptability (Organ, 1988 in: Williams & Andersson, 1991, 
p. 601). OCB is further linked to the fairness of overall treatment, policies, and practices of the 
organisation and both extrinsic and intrinsic components are found to predict OCB performance 
(Williams & Andersson, 1991, p. 615). This study uses the first four items in the survey on Job 
Performance provided by Williams & Anderson (1991, p. 606). 
 
Viewed from the efficiency-oriented perspective, the competitiveness and success of employees 
is increased by improved efficiency and Job Performance. Employees are more likely to behave 
innovatively when they expect that this behaviour will bring performance improvements or 
efficiency gains. They also are more likely to believe that generating, adopting, and implementing 
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innovative ideas will benefit their work if they perceive that innovation is part of their job 
requirements (Yuan & Woodman, 2010, p. 325). 
 
From the social-political perspective, a job requirement for innovativeness  also represents 
external demand and expectations for innovativeness. This will legitimise an employee’s 
innovative behaviour (Yuan & Woodman, 2010, p. 325, 328). These two perspectives show the 
relationship between Job Performance and Innovative Work Behaviour. Based on this 
proposition, the following hypothesis is drafted: 
 
H6: Innovative Work Behaviour is positively related to Job Performance. 
 
 
2.5. Creativity Performance 
Creativity Performance is viewed as a separate dimension of work performance since the factors 
that are involved in routine work are different than those that are needed to generate new ideas. 
Bureaucratic mechanisms, such as rules and procedures, facilitate the execution of routine work; 
however, these practices are known to hinder creativity and do not stimulate new ideas. (Chiang, 
Hsu, Hung, 2013, p. 1405, 1406). The survey developed by Ettlie & O’Keefe (1982) in Chiang et al. 
(2013, p. 1412) is used in this study to measure Creativity Performance. 
 
Meta-analysis shows that in understanding creativity, one needs to consider interactions 
between personal and contextual characteristics. A two-fold scale has been developed with on 
one side individuals with an adaptive cognitive style (adaptors), who ‘tend to operate within 
given paradigms and procedures without questioning their validity’. On the other hand, 
individuals with a an innovative style (innovators), who ‘tend to be more willing to take the risk 
of violating the agreed-upon way of doing things in order to develop problem solutions that are 
qualitatively different from previous ones’ (Shalley, Zhou, Oldham, 2004, p. 937). Research 
suggests that personality factors such as being open to experience and an innovative cognitive 
style may help a person to generate new ideas. This implies that innovators tend to be more 
creative than adaptors (Shalley et al., 2004, p.936, 937; Chiang et al., 2013, p. 1405, 1406). Based 
on these findings it is hypothesised that: 
 
H7: Innovative Work Behaviour is positively related to Creativity Performance. 
 
 
2.6. Innovator Role 
Two theories help to clarify the concept of the Innovator Role. In role theory, a psychological and 
a sociological perspective are combined to explain work performance. Both the personal 
attributes and the context define the role expectations of individual employees. Identity theory 
explains that employees grant the strongest meaning or purpose to roles that are most salient to 
them. An employee who derives more meaning from a role will show behaviour associated with 
that role (Welbourne, Johnson, Erez, 1998, p. 541, 542). Welbourne et al. (1998, p. 542) state 
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that ‘organizations can affect the behavior of employees at work by influencing the saliency of 
work-related roles’. They have developed a scale to measure performance that includes job, 
career, innovator, team member, and organisation citizen roles, of which the items of the 
Innovator Role are used in this study (Welbourne, Johnson, Erez, 1998, p. 554). 
 
It came as a surprise that only a few studies were found that link Innovator Role to work 
behaviour. Denison, Hooijberg and Quinn (1995, p. 527) distinguish the Innovator Role as one of 
the eight leadership roles and use it to clarify behavioural complexity in managerial leadership. 
Other research implies that employees need to behave in innovative ways to contribute to the 
effectiveness and adaptability of their organisation (Schein, 1980 in: Welbourne, Johnson, Erez, 
1998, p. 544). I also found that in order to fulfil roles associated with innovation management, 
employees need to display specific personal characteristics which exhibit a distinctive pattern for 
each role in order to be a successful innovator (Mansfeld, Hölzle, Gemünden, 2010, p. 1129). 
Although little research has been done in this area, it is hypothesised that: 
 
H8: Innovative Work Behaviour is positively related to Innovator role. 
 
 
2.7. Job Satisfaction 
Literature defines overall job satisfaction as ‘a pleasurable or positive emotional state resulting 
from an appraisal of one's job or job experiences’ (Locke (1976) in: Judge, Cable, Boudreau, Bretz, 
1994, p. 487). Both motivational and organisational variables explain the significant amount of 
variance in Job Satisfaction. The Gallup Poll measurement provided by Judge et al. (1994, p. 498) 
is used in this study to measure Job Satisfaction. 
 
In several studies employee satisfaction is linked to and is even seen as an important predictor 
of innovative behaviour. Employees show positive behaviour, like innovative behaviour, when 
they are satisfied with HR-practices, which they view as the organisation’s commitment toward 
them. Research suggests that satisfaction with influence and work content is positively related 
to innovative behaviour, but that satisfaction with primary rewards such as salary is negatively 
related to innovative behaviour (Sanders, Moorkamp, Torka, Groeneveld, Groeneveld, 2010, p. 
60, 65). 
 
Employees endorse innovation when they experience Job Satisfaction and when this is the case 
they will work more closely together to generate and implement creative ideas. Organisations 
with highly satisfied employees are more likely to be innovative during all steps of the innovation 
cycle than organisations without these high levels of morale (Shipton, West, Parkes, Dawson, 
Patterson, 2006, p. 404, 423). Based on these findings, Job Satisfaction is added as a control 
variable to study its influence on the relationship between HPWS and IWB. 
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2.8. Demographic variables 
Behavioural patterns of employees can be influenced by demographic  variables and when 
conducting research they need to be taken into account (Pfeffer (1983) in: Judge, Cable, 
Boudreau, Bretz, 1994, p. 487). Following this reasoning, the control variables age, gender, job 
tenure, education level, department and employment status are added to this research to study 
their influence on the relationship between HPWS and IWB. 
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FIGURE 1 MODEL 1: HYPOTHESES 1, 2, 3, 4 AND 5. 
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FIGURE 2 MODEL 2: HYPOTHESES 6, 7 AND 8. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
17 
18 
Innovation on demand: 
Can Innovative Work Behaviour be stimulated by High Performance Work Systems in a learning organisation? 
Ilse Verdiesen – 838029212 – 30 September 2015 
 
3. Method 
 
In this chapter the context and sample, data collection, operationalisation of the variables and 
the analytical approach are described. Also, a few methodological issues and their implications 
are mentioned. 
 
3.1. Context and sample 
According to Colquitt & Zapata-Phelan (2007, p. 1282) theory testing in Management is 
especially important because empirical research does not always support some of the most 
intuitive theories introduced in literature. The relationship between High Performance Work 
Systems and Innovative Work Behaviour is studied in a quantitative study. The hypotheses of 
this empirical study were tested at the logistic supplier of the Royal Netherlands Armed 
Forces. 
 
The Material Logistic Command (MatlogCo) supplies and maintains all ground based 
equipment of the entire Netherlands Defence organisation. After the reorganisation in 2012 
it employs approximately 1.300 employees. After the commanding officer of the MatlogCo 
gave his permission for and support to this study, a presentation in the Management Team 
(MT)-board informed and engaged the heads of the departments. The communication advisor 
published an item on the unit’s intranet and in the weekly newsletter to inform the remainder 
of the personnel. 
 
 
3.2. Data collection 
A week after the presentation in het MT-board and the newsletter, targeted employees of 
MatlogCo received an invitation by e-mail explaining the study (appendix A). It was 
emphasized that all answers were confidential and would only be used for the purpose of this 
study. After a week a reminder was sent to the participants that had not yet completed the 
questionnaire. The  same was done three days before  the survey ended. The  data was 
collected from 28 January to 13 February 2015. 
 
Two separate surveys, one for employees and another for managers, were sent to all 
personnel of the staff and the Systems & Analysis, Logistics and Technology departments. The 
list of participants was validated by the deputy commander and the department heads. The 
first questionnaire was e-mailed to 210 employees, which generated 160 complete responses 
(76%). The second one was send to 37 managers and 27 complete responses were received 
(73%). There was no overlap in groups, because personnel were considered either an 
employee or a manager. 
 
 
 
TABLE 1 OVERVIEW OF RESPONSES .   
  Reponse overview Invitations sent No response Incomplete Complete   
 
Employees 210 (100%) 40 (19%) 10 (5%) 160 (76%) 
  Managers 37 (100%) 3 (8%) 7 (19%) 27 (73%)   
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All items were measured on a 5-item Likert-scale, except for Job Satisfaction and the control 
variables. All items were derived from previous studies. The items were translated from 
English into Dutch and this was validated by a second person. The questionnaire was tested 
by a third person to check if the questions were clear and unambiguous. The employee survey 
contained 46 questions. The manager’s survey had 12 questions per employee. Both surveys 
had the same items about the control variables age, gender, job tenure, education level, 
department and employment status. The manager survey ranged between 24 to 60 items, 
because managers were asked to fill in the questionnaire for at least 2 and with a maximum 
of 5 employees. 
 
The demographic factors show that of the 160 employees that responded, 89% are male, 68% 
are a civilian and 84% worked for over 10 years at the Defence organisation. Most of the 
employees have a secondary or higher education and 75% are over 40 years old. Of the 27 
managers 93% are male, 63% are a civilian and 85% worked at the Defence organisation for 
10 years or more. Almost all managers (93%) have a higher education or an university degree 
and 96% are over 40. 
 
 
3.3. Operationalisation 
The constructs of employee survey are listed below. For each, the measurement and 
operationalisation of the variables and concepts are explained. 
 
Innovative Work Behaviour. The combination of idea generation, promotion and realisation 
result in the construct Innovative Work Behaviour. This nine-item scale was developed by 
Jansen (2001) who based it on the scale for individual innovative behaviour in the workplace 
created by Scott&Bruce (1994). Employees rated how often they performed innovative 
activities from 1 (never) to 5 (always). The estimated reliability was α = .920. 
 
High Performance Work Systems. Patel, Messersmith and Lepak (2013, p. 1440 - 1441) 
created a twenty-five-item scale to measure High Performance Work Systems. It consists of 
items on participation, mobility, training, staffing, job description, appraisal and job security. 
Employees were asked to indicate to what extent they have experienced these practices 
themselves on a scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). The estimated reliability 
of this construct was α = .873. 
 
Explorative Learning. The explorative learning activities of the employees were measured 
using the questionnaire developed by Mom, van der Bosch and Volberda (2007, p. 919). This 
measures on a five-item scale the work related explorative activities on a scale of 1 (to a very 
small extent) to 5 (to a very large extent). The estimated reliability was α = .889. 
 
Exploitative Learning. The six-item questionnaire for this construct was also developed by 
Mom, van der Bosch and Volberda (2007, p. 919) and the employees’ exploitative activities 
were measured on a scale of 1 (to a very small extent) to 5 (to a very large extent). The 
estimated reliability was α = .805. 
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Job Satisfaction. This construct was measured by one item: ‘All things considered, are you 
satisfied with your job?’ which had to be answered with yes of no. This question was derived 
from Judge, Cable, Boudreau and Bretz (1994, p. 498) who used the Gallup Poll measure of 
job satisfaction in their research. 
 
The managers’ survey included the following constructs: 
 
Job Performance. The four items that measure job performance are derived from Williams & 
Anderson (1991, p. 606). The managers indicated if they agreed with the statement about the 
employees performance on a scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). The estimated 
reliability was α = .954. 
 
Creativity Performance. The creativity performance of the employees was measured using a 
four item scale developed by Ettlie and O’Keefe (1982) which is used by Chiang, Hsu and Hung 
(2013, p. 1412) in their research of workplace creativity. The managers indicated if they 1 
(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) with the statements about their employees creativity 
performance. The estimated reliability was α = .934. 
 
Innovator Role. The construct Innovator Role was measured by the role-based performance 
scale of Welbourne, Johnson, Erez (1998, p. 554). This four-item questionnaire evaluated the 
managers perception of the innovative activities of his employees on a scale of 1 (needs much 
improvement) to 5 (excellent). The estimated reliability of this construct was α = .933. 
 
The estimated reliability of all constructs was over 0.8 and therefore no items needed to be 
dropped. Both surveys are attached in appendix B (employee survey) and C (manager survey). 
 
 
3.4. Factor analysis 
A Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) has been done for the items of the constructs above. The 
rotation method Varimax based on a Eigenvalue > 1 was used to analyse the items of the 
employee survey. Coefficients below 0.15 were suppressed. The results can be found in 
appendix D. Eleven components had an Eigenvalue > 1 and they explain 71% of the variance. 
Three items (JS1, EXI1 and STA2), belonging to the constructs Job Satisfaction, Exploitative 
Learning and HWPS, had values that were < 0.20 apart. This means that these items do not 
discriminate enough between the components. The items of HPWS were distributed over 
seven components. This indicates that the items of this construct do not converge in one single 
component. Analysing the factors while limiting the component to five, consistent with the 
number of constructs, did not improve the convergence of the items and even lead to more 
non-discriminative items. 
 
The items of the constructs of the managers’ survey were also analysed by the rotation 
method Varimax and coefficients below 0.15 were suppressed. The extraction was based on 
a fixed number of factors of three. Two components had an Eigenvalue > 1 and they explain 
82% of the variance. One of the items of Creativity Performance (CP2) was non-discriminative 
with values < 0.20 apart. All items were convergent and were distributed over the three 
components (appendix D). 
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3.5. Analytical approach 
The first step after preparation of the data set was to test the internal consistency and 
reliability of the items of the constructs for both the employee and manager survey. Next, the 
descriptive statistics for the variables was performed and the mean, standard deviation and 
correlation were calculated. The hypothesis were tested by multiple regression. Model 1 
tested the influence of the control variables on the dependent variable. In model 2 the 
independent variables were also added to the regression. Hayes PROCESS template number 4 
was used to perform the regression with the mediating variables in model 3. Finally, in model 
4, only the significant variables and mediators were used in the regression. 
 
 
3.6. Methodological issues 
Several methodological issues can be derived which have implications for the data collection. 
The results of the CFA show that the items of HWPS do not converge into one component. 
This means that the individual items do not contribute to the construct of HWPS and this 
creates noise in the results. It might show that the construct HWPS as a whole is not suited to 
measure the impact on IWB. 
 
The composition of the study, with separate employee and manager surveys, also has 
implications for the data collection. The distinct separation in two groups causes a gap in data, 
because in a hierarchical Defence organisation managers are also employees and are assed in 
this study by their own managers. However they were not invited to take survey as an 
employee which leads to missing data and difficulties in linking the manager and employee 
data sets. 
 
Another issue is that managers were asked to assess at least 2 employees with a maximum of 
5. This was done to limit the duration of the survey which has a positive influence on the 
response rates. However, this can lead to biased data, because managers are probably more 
likely to asses innovative and high-performing employees, who serve as a positive example, 
than their underachieving employees. 
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Age in years 
20 - 29 
N=158 
 
 
5% 
N=27 
 
 
0% 
30 - 39  20%  4% 
40 - 49  23%  26% 
50 - 59  46%  70% 
60 - 67  6%  0% 
 
Gender 
Male 
 
N=160 
 
 
89% 
 
N=27 
 
 
93% 
Female  11%  7% 
 
Job Tenure in years 
0-3 years 
 
N=160 
 
 
3% 
 
N=27 
 
 
1% 
3-5 years  1%  0% 
5-10 years  12%  11% 
10-20 years  22%  26% 
20-30 years  23%  26% 
>30 years  39%  33% 
 
Employee Status 
Civilian 
 
N=160 
 
 
68% 
 
N=27 
 
 
63% 
Military  32%  37% 
 
Educational Level 
Lower education (LBO, VMBO) 
 
N=160 
 
 
1% 
 
N=27 
 
 
0% 
Secondary education (MBO, HAVO, VWO)  44%  7% 
Higher education (HBO, Bachelor)  44%  52% 
University (Master, PhD)  8%  41% 
Other  3%  - 
 
Department 
Staff 
 
N=160 
 
 
23% 
 
N=27 
 
 
30% 
Systems & Analysis  17%  15% 
Logistic  36%  33% 
Technology  22%  22% 
 
 
 
 
  TABLE 2 DESCRIPTIVE STATISTIC S EMPLOYEES AND MANA GERS.   
  Characterization of respondents (% of sample) Employees    Managers   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  Other 2% -   
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4. Results 
 
This chapter analyses the data by describing the reliability of the constructs and the 
significance of the relations in my model. The results of the manager survey are also 
addressed. 
 
4.1. Employee survey 
The reliability of the constructs Innovative Work Behaviour (α = .920), High Performance Work 
Systems (α = .873), Explorative Learning (α = . 889) and Exploitative Learning (α = .805) are 
well over 0.7. This means the items of the constructs are homogeneous, the constructs have 
adequate internal consistency and are therefore reliable. 
 
Table 2 shows the descriptive statistics and table 3 the means, standard deviations and 
correlations. Both Explorative and Exploitative Learning are positively related to Innovative 
Work Behaviour with a significance level of .001. High Performance Work Systems are not 
significant related to Innovative Work Behaviour. The constructs Explorative and Exploitative 
Learning are positively related to High Performance Work Systems with a significance level 
of .005 and they are also significantly (.001) positive related amongst themselves. 
 
Table 3 indicates that there is no significant correlation between High Performance Work 
Systems and Innovative Work Behaviour. The regression analysis showed no significant 
relation between these constructs (Table 4. model 2). Therefore, hypothesis 1 is not 
supported. 
 
The mediation of the variables Explorative Learning (M1) and Exploitative Leaning (M2) on the 
relationship between the independent variable High Performance Work Systems (X) and the 
dependent variable Innovative Work Behaviour (Y) was analysed using Model 4 of the Hayes 
PROCESS template in SPSS. This model allows the mediators to be operated in parallel in order 
to test their influence on the relationship between High Performance Work Systems and 
Innovative Work Behaviour. The control variables age, gender, job tenure, education level, 
department, employment status and job satisfaction were entered as covariates, but had no 
significance on the relationships in the tested model. 
 
The indirect effect of the mediators was tested with a confidence level of 95% for the 
confidence interval and the bootstrap sample was set to 1000. The regression with Hayes’ 
Model 4 show that the construct High Performance Work Systems has a significant (0.05) 
positive relation to the mediating variable Explorative Learning supporting hypothesis 2. 
Exploitative Learning is not significant related to High Performance Work Systems which 
means that hypothesis 3 is not supported. 
 
The indirect effect of Explorative Learning did not contain zero which means it mediates the 
relation between High Performance Work Systems and Innovative Work Behaviour. The 
indirect effect of Exploitative Learning did contain zero and therefore this construct does not 
mediate the tested relation. These findings indicate that hypothesis 4 is supported and 
hypothesis 5 is not supported. 
  
 
 
 
TABLE 3 MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, AND CORRELATIONS. 
 
 Mean s.d. Explorative 
Learning 
Exploitative 
Learning 
High Perfor- 
mance Work 
Innovative 
Work Be- 
Job Statis- 
faction 
Age Gender Job Tenure Employment 
status 
Education 
level 
    Systems haviour       
Explorative learning (N = 
160) 
3,206 0,909 (,889)          
Exploitative learning (N = 3,556 0,662 ,270** (,805)         
160)             
High Performance Work Sys- 
tems (N = 160) 
2,711 0,539 ,159* ,180* (,873)        
Innovative Work Behaviour 3,297 0,778 ,411** ,265** 0,024 (,920)       
(N = 160)             
Job Satisfaction (N = 160) 0,856 0,352 -,115 ,134 ,317** ,052       
Age (year of birth) (N = 158) 47,234 9,530 ,161* ,052 -,032 ,238** ,018      
Gender (N = 160) 0,106 0,309 -,155 -,152 -,024 -,155 ,026 ,218**     
Job Tenure (N = 160) 3,775 1,288 -,056 ,089 ,119 -,130 ,011 -,810** -,271**    
Employment Status (N = 160) 0,319 0,467 ,078 ,064 -,087 ,025 -,064 ,289** ,025 -,068   
Educational level (N = 160) 1,688 0,762 ,206** -,050 -,085 ,247** -,028 ,397** ,088 -,412** ,105  
Department (N = 160) 1,638 1,135 -,153 ,052 -,022 -,035 -,084 ,151 -,015 -,116 ,006 -,095 
Internal reliabilities (alpha coefficentients) are given in parentheses on the diagonal. 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
N is the number of employees measured. 
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Explorative Learning (EXR) on IWB 
Exploitative Learning (EXI) on IWB 
  0,268** (0,000) 
0,180* (0,049) 
0,268** (0,001) 
0,180 (0,141) 
0,358** (0,000) 
 
Partial effects 
     
HPWS on EXR    0,366* (0,017) 0,268 (0,076) 
HPWS on EXI    0,159 (0,251)  
 
Indirect effect 
     
BootLLCI - Explorative Learning (EXR)    0,037 0,009 
BootULCI - Explorative Learning (EXR)    0,195 0,214 
BootLLCI - Exploitative Learning (EXI)    -0,010  
BootULCI - Exploitative Learning (EXI)    0,135  
Control variables 
Age 
 
0,034** (0,0 
 
03) 0,034** (0,0 
 
04) 0,022 (0,053) 
 
 
0,022 (0,067) 
 
Gender -0,458* (0,028) -0,458* (0,028) -0,293 (0,137) -0,293 (0,080)  
Job Tenure 0,148 (0,086 ) 0,148 (0,091 ) 0,077 (0,355) 0,077 (0,341)  
Education level 0,226* (0,01 4) 0,226* (0,01 5) 0,164 (0,062) 0,164 (0,065)  
Department -0,031 (0,575) -0,031 (0,576) 0,001 (0,981) 0,001 (0,982)  
Employment status -0,141 (0,305) -0,141 (0,310) -0,150 (0,249) -0,150 (0,318)  
Job Satisfaction 0,097 (0,564) 0,097 (0,586) 0,202 (0,238) 0,202 (0,204) 
R square 0,154 0,154 0,273 
Adjusted R square 0,114 0,108 0,224 
F-value 3,887 3,378 5,525 
 
 
   TABLE 4 HIERARCHIC REGRESSION ANALYSIS.   
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 
B B B B B 
  (unstandardized)   (unstandardized)   (unstandardized)   (unstandardized)   (unstandardized)   
Constant -65,126 (0,005) -65,110 (0,005) -41,478 (0,062) -41,478 (0,077) 2,315 (0,000) 
Independent variable 
High Performance Work Systems (HPWS) 0,001 (0,995) -0,126 (0,265) -0,126 (0,272) -0,061 (0,546) 
 
 
Mediation variables 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  N (sample size) 160 158 160 158 160   
* Significance level 0.05 
** Significance level 0.01 
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FIGURE 3 RESULTS REGRESSION ANALYSIS DEPICTED IN MODEL. 
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4.2. Manager survey 
Due to the small sample of directly linked employees and managers (N=23), no robust statistical 
analysis could be performed. The inadequate size of the data set causes severe limitations; it will 
not produce valid regression results to test the hypotheses. Therefore, regarding hypotheses 6, 
7 and 8, no statements can be made. 
 
However, as an illustration the bar charts of the constructs Innovative Work Behaviour, Innovator 
Role, Job Performance and Creativity Performance are presented below. The first two show a 
striking similarity between the results of manager’s assessment of their employee’s Innovator 
Role and the evaluation of the employees regarding their own Innovative Work Behaviour. 
Although this is most likely a coincidence, both have the same mean (3.47) and this invites further 
research. 
 
Another notable aspect is the manager’s assessment of the Job Performance of their employees. 
This is above average (mean = 4.14) and one could only speculate that they are either very 
pleased with the performance of all their employees, or they only assessed their high performing 
employees by name, and chose to disregard the rest. 
 
Finally, included is the pie chart of the Job Satisfaction of the employees. Noteworthy is that only 
14% of the employees replied negatively to the question: “All things considered, are you satisfied 
with your job?” This is a surprisingly low percentage of dissatisfaction and it would be intriguing 
to research the underlying motives. 
 
 
 
FIGURE 4 RESULTS INNOVATIVE WORK BEHAVIOUR. FIGURE 5 RESULTS INNOVATOR ROLE. 
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FIGURE 6 RESULTS JOB PERFORMANCE. 
 
 
 
 
 
FIGURE 7 RESULTS CREATIVITY PERFORMANCE. 
 
 
 
TABLE 5 RESULTS JOB SATISFACTION. 
 
 
Job Satisfaction 
 
 
Frequency 
 
Percent 
 
Valid Percent Cumulative Per- 
cent 
 
 
 
Valid 
 
No 
 
23 
 
14,4 
 
14,4 
 
14,4 
 Yes 137 85,6 85,6 100,0 
 Total 160 100,0 100,0  
29 
Innovation on demand: 
Can Innovative Work Behaviour be stimulated by High Performance Work Systems in a learning organisation? 
Ilse Verdiesen – 838029212 – 30 September 2015 
 
 
 
 
FIGURE 8 JOB SATISFACTION OF EMPLOYEES. 
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5. Conclusions, discussion and recommendations 
 
This chapter discusses the scientific and practical implications of the results. It also describes the 
limitations of this study and provides suggestions for further research. 
 
 
5.1. Conclusion & discussion 
The purpose of this study is to gain insight in the relationship between High Performance Work 
Systems and Innovative Work Behaviour at employee level in a not-for-profit organization. The 
notion is that the Innovative Work Behaviour of employees and organizational learning can be 
stimulated by using the three subsystems of High Performance Work Systems: people flow, 
appraisal and reward and employment relation. The results partially support this reasoning. 
 
The second objective of the study was to verify the abovementioned results against the 
manager’s perception of their employees’ performance. As stated before, due to inadequate 
results no statements can be made regarding this part of the study and therefore, this part of the 
study will not be discussed. 
 
HPWS and IWB 
At the start of this study it was hypothesized that High Performance Work Systems positively 
relates to Innovative Work Behaviour. Surprisingly, no significant direct effect was found 
between these constructs. 
 
This contradicts earlier research (Den  Hartog et al., 2013, p. 1640) which  shows that  the 
combination of the HPWS-subsystems enhances the skills, motivation and empowerment of 
employees and leads ultimately to higher performance and a higher perception of fair reward by 
the organization which positively influences IWB. Other research (Janssen, 2000, p. 297) found 
that an employee who feels fairly rewarded by their organization will respond more innovatively 
to higher levels of job demands. 
 
There are multiple explanations for this divergence. The first is that my research does not focus 
solely on the effort-reward fairness to regulate a worker’s drive to respond innovatively to job 
demands- as past research does (Janssen, 2000, p. 298). Although HPWS does measure appraisal, 
it is only one of the subsystems. The other aspects also influence the relationship between HPWS 
and Innovative Work Behaviour and based on my study it seems that, combined with the 
subsystems people flow and employee relation, it does not have a significant direct effect on 
IWB. Another explanation might be that the respondents feel that they are not fairly rewarded 
by the researched organization and therefore, in conjunction with previous research (Janssen, 
2000, p. 297), there is no positive relationship between the constructs. Finally, it is possible that 
since this study does not link Innovative Work Behaviour to higher level of job demands there is 
no relationship between the HPWS subsystem reward and innovative conduct. 
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My research implies that High Performance Work Systems are not related to the Innovative Work 
Behaviour of employees. Apparently, it takes more than an empowered and fairly rewarded 
employee to get Innovative Work Behaviour. It seems that, rather than just using HR-instruments 
to make innovation happen, the mechanisms at play are more complex. 
 
Organisational learning 
This complexity becomes visible when the mediation of Explorative and Exploitative Learning 
activities on the relationship between HPWS and IWB is taken into account. This study found, as 
depicted in figure 3, that the partial effect of High Performance Work Systems on Explorative 
Learning is significant and strong with 36,6%. Also, the mediating effect of this construct on 
Innovative Work Behaviour is highly significant and moderately strong with 26.8%. However, this 
research found that there is no significant partial effect of High Performance Work Systems on 
the construct Exploitative Learning and there is also no significant indirect effect on the 
relationship between HPWS and Innovative Work Behaviour. 
 
These results are in line with earlier research (Mom et al., 2007, p. 912) that suggests that 
exploration and exploitation activities are not mutually exclusive at the manager’s level. It seems 
that this is also the case at employee level and therefore the present study confirms this 
proposition. On the other hand, these findings contradict previous research which suggests that 
HPWS practices help to simultaneously enhance efficiency and innovation in firms (Patel et al., 
2013, p. 1430). 
 
An explanation for this contradiction could be that the context of the present research differs 
from previous studies. It is conducted at a not-for-profit Dutch military unit and employees might 
perceive their exploration and exploitation activities differently than employees at the for-profit 
organisations of earlier research. A characteristic of a military unit is that military personnel 
rotates to a different post every three years and this may impact the ability to perform 
exploitation activities. At every new post, military personnel has to learn new skills and 
procedures, which resembles exploration activities. Although the percentage of military 
personnel that participated in this study is relatively low (32%), this specific way of working at a 
military unit might have caused the results to deviate from previous research. 
 
Another reason might be that, due to the fact that the reorganisation of the researched 
organisation was just completed, the focus of the activities lay on exploration activities, because 
the foundations and procedures of this unit had to be formed from scratch. Perhaps this left, at 
this point in time, less focus on typical exploitation activities such as refinement and efficiency. 
Or might it simply be that, in general, it is more interesting to explore new possibilities than to 
optimise existing knowledge and procedures? 
 
My study suggests that exploitation activities such as refinement, efficiency, implementation and 
execution do not mediate the relationship between High Performance Work Systems and 
Innovative Work Behaviour. Also, in contradiction of previous research (Patel et al., 2013, p. 
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1430), there is no direct link between exploitation activities and Innovative Work Behaviour. 
However, my research does imply that explorative activities, such as search, experimentation, 
discovery and innovation partially mediate the relationship between High Performance Work 
Systems and Innovative Work Behaviour of employees. 
 
This study shows that the mechanisms that affect Innovative Work Behaviour are complex and 
more subtle than expected. It appears that it is of no use to implement exploration and 
exploitation activities simultaneously to enhance Innovative Work Behaviour of employees. The 
focus needs to be on exploration in order to stimulate innovation. 
 
Job satisfaction 
Although it was expected that Job Satisfaction had an influence on the researched relationships, 
it turned out it had no significant effect on any of them. This contradicts previous research 
(Shipton et al. 2006, p. 422) that found that aggregated Job Satisfaction strongly and positively 
associates with innovation in production technology/ processes. One possible explanation for 
this deviation could be that my study measures Job Satisfaction at individual employee level and 
not aggregated at organisational level, as is the case in previous research mentioned above. 
 
My research shows that the control variables Job Satisfaction, age, gender, job tenure, education 
level, department and employment status have no significant effect on the relationships in the 
model below. Therefore their influence can be eliminated. 
 
Finally, should organisations allow their employees to become explorers like Stanley & 
Livingstone or captain Kirk, and seek out new ideas and technologies, in order to become more 
innovative? Or should managers just implement the HR-instruments people flow, appraisal and 
reward and employment relation, so that their employees start behaving innovatively? This study 
shows that it is not as simple as that. However, it is valuable for organisations to recognize that 
employees behave more innovatively when they are allowed to search, experiment and discover 
and that these activities can be stimulated by using a set of HR-instruments. 
 
 
5.2. Practical implications 
Several practical implications can be drawn from this research. Managers can allow their 
employees to conduct explorative activities in addition to the tasks in their job description. 
Although this is already done by several IT-companies, it would also be beneficial for 
organisations in other branches. Managers can encourage their employees to go beyond the 
scope of their regular tasks and accept that during ‘exploration time’ there might be a drop in 
efficiency and productivity. Employees need to stretch their comfort zone and be willing to take 
up new activities and actively search for new ideas. 
 
This probably will not happen overnight and HPWS-instruments can be used to stimulate this 
behaviour. For instance, it is possible to publically reward explorative or innovative employees 
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so that other personnel views them as an example. Another option is to train employees in 
dealing with changing circumstances, introduce methods for creative thinking and confront them 
with new ideas and technologies, by allowing them to attend lectures or follow online TED talks. 
When selecting new employees, managers can ask for examples of explorative activities and 
innovative ideas, in order to select personnel that has experience in this area and to introduce 
new ideas and methods to their team. 
 
 
5.3. Limitations and recommendations for further research 
This study has a few limitations. First of all, despite the high response rate high of 76%, it is still 
possible that the results are influenced by Nonresponse Bias. Although Armstrong & Overton 
(1977, p. 396) state that one measure to counter Nonresponse Bias is to reduce the nonresponse 
itself and that it can be kept under 30% if appropriate procedures are followed, which is the case 
in this study, one has to keep in mind that if the opinion of the non-respondents is substantially 
different than of those who completed the survey, the results cannot be generalized to represent 
the entire population. 
 
Another limitation is that respondents are a very homogeneous group that share the same 
gender, age, education and tenure characteristics and therefore they may also share the same 
opinions on innovation and organizational learning. And finally, the study is conducted at a single 
moment in time at a specific military unit that considers Innovative Work Behaviour to be 
important. 
 
These limitations call for further research. It would be interesting to see if the results hold in 
longitudinal research, in for-profit organisations or in more heterogeneous response groups, 
consisting also of women, younger people and employees with a lower educational level. It would 
also be useful to verify the employee results against the manager’s perception of employees 
performance, like this study intended to do. 
 
The results from my research deviate from previous studies and this leads to several suggestions 
for other researchers. It would be intriguing to investigate why there is no relation between the 
HPWS-subsystems and Innovative Work Behaviour, while others found that an employee who 
feels fairly rewarded by their organization will respond more innovatively to higher levels of job 
demands. The question remains- which HR-instruments can enhance innovation. 
 
More research is also needed to look into the relationship between HPWS and Explorative and 
Exploitative Learning as aspects of organisational learning, and their effect on Innovative Work 
Behaviour, as this study indicates ambivalence between these constructs and it contradicts 
earlier research. Further research may show whether an organisation should only focus on 
explorative learning to stimulate Innovative Work Behaviour or if the focus should alternate over 
time between explorative and exploitative learning activities. 
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A final suggestion is to take a closer look into the effect of Job Satisfaction on Innovative Work 
Behaviour. Other researchers suggested that a satisfied employee is more innovative. Although 
this present study found no evidence for this claim, it would be interesting to see if that is truly 
so. 
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Appendix A. Survey invitations 
 
Employee survey 
 
Beste collega, 
 
Als afstudeeropdracht van mijn masteropleiding Managementwetenschappen aan de Open Uni- 
versiteit voer ik een onderzoek uit naar de invloed van Human Resource (HR)-instrumenten (zo- 
als participatie, mobiliteit, training en beloning) op innovatief werkgedrag. 
 
Bij het beantwoorden van de vragen zijn er geen goede of foute antwoorden. Antwoord dus eer- 
lijk en naar uw eigen gevoel. Alle gegevens worden strikt vertrouwelijk en anoniem behandeld. 
Het invullen van de vragenlijsten duurt ongeveer 10 minuten. 
Hartelijk dank voor uw medewerking aan mijn onderzoek! 
Met vriendelijke groet, 
Ilse Verdiesen 
 
 
Manager survey 
 
Beste collega, 
 
Als afstudeeropdracht van mijn masteropleiding Managementwetenschappen aan de Open Uni- 
versiteit voer ik een onderzoek uit naar de invloed van Human Resource (HR)-instrumenten (zo- 
als participatie, mobiliteit, training en beloning) op innovatief werkgedrag. 
 
Ik wil graag een beroep op u doen en u vragen de vragenlijst in te vullen, zodat ik de resultaten 
kan verwerken in mijn onderzoek. U wordt gevraagd om de vragen voor minimaal 2 en maxi- 
maal 5 van uw medewerkers in te vullen. 
 
Bij het beantwoorden van de vragen zijn er geen goede of foute antwoorden. Antwoord dus eer- 
lijk en naar uw eigen gevoel. Alle gegevens worden strikt vertrouwelijk en anoniem behandeld. 
Het invullen van de vragenlijsten duurt ongeveer 10 minuten. 
Hartelijk dank voor uw medewerking aan mijn onderzoek! 
Met vriendelijke groet, 
Ilse Verdiesen 
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Appendix B. Employee survey 
 
Innovative Work Behaviour 
Geef voor elke stelling aan in welke mate u deze activiteiten hebt uitgevoerd. 
(1 = helemaal mee oneens tot 5 = helemaal mee eens). 
 
 1 = helemaal mee oneens 5 = helemaal mee eens 
1 2 3 4 5 
1. Ik maak nieuwe ideeën voor verbe- 
tering. 
     
2. Ik ga op zoek naar nieuwe instru- 
menten, technieken of manieren van 
werken. 
     
3. Ik kom met inventieve oplossingen 
voor problemen. 
     
4. Ik weet steun te verkrijgen voor 
innovatieve ideeën. 
     
5. Ik weet goedkeuring te verkrijgen 
voor innovatieve ideeën. 
     
6. Ik maak belangrijke spelers in mijn 
organisatie enthousiast voor 
innovatieve ideeën. 
     
7. Ik zet innovatieve ideeën om in 
handige toepassingen. 
     
8. Ik introduceer innovatieve ideeën in 
mijn werkomgeving op een 
systematische manier. 
     
9. Ik evalueer de bruikbaarheid van 
innovatieve ideeën. 
     
 
 
 
High Performance Work Systems 
In de onderstaande lijst staan items die een organisatie kan gebruiken bij het managen van hun 
medewerkers. Geef voor elke stelling aan in welke mate u deze werkwijzen hebt ervaren (1 = 
helemaal mee oneens tot 5 = helemaal mee eens). 
 
 1 = helemaal mee oneens 5 = helemaal mee eens 
1 2 3 4 5 
1. In mijn organisatie word ik vaak be- 
trokken bij beslissingen. 
     
1. In mijn organisatie ben ik bevoegd 
beslissingen te nemen. 
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3. In mijn organisatie krijg ik de kans 
om verbeteringen voor te stellen voor 
de huidige manier van werken. 
     
4. We hanteren een open manier van 
communiceren met elkaar. 
     
5. In mijn organisatie heb ik weinig car- 
rière mogelijkheden. 
     
6. In mijn organisatie heb ik geen door- 
groeimogelijkheden. 
     
7. In mijn organisatie is promotie geba- 
seerd op senioriteit. 
     
8. Ik heb een duidelijk carrièrepad in 
deze organisatie. 
     
9. Als ik bevordering nastreef dan zijn 
er meerdere functies waarnaar ik be- 
vorderd kan worden. 
     
10. Er worden uitvoerige trainingspro- 
gramma’s aan mij aangeboden. 
     
11. Normaal gesproken onderga ik elke 
paar jaar een trainingsprogramma. 
     
12. Nadat ik ben aangenomen heb ik 
een formeel trainingsprogramma ge- 
kregen om de vaardigheden te leren 
die ik nodig heb om mijn functie uit te 
voeren. 
     
13. Formele trainingsprogramma’s wor- 
den mij aangeboden om mijn doorgroei 
in deze organisatie te vergroten. 
     
14. Er wordt veel inspanning geleverd 
om de juiste persoon aan te nemen. 
     
15. Het vooruitzicht op een langdurig 
vast werkverband wordt benadrukt. 
     
16. Er wordt veel belang gehecht aan 
de samenstelling van het personeelsbe- 
stand. 
     
17. Voor het selecteren van personeel 
wordt zeer veel inspanning geleverd. 
     
18. Mijn taken zijn duidelijk gedefini- 
eerd. 
     
19. Mijn functiebeschrijving is up-to- 
date. 
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20. Al mijn taken staan nauwkeurig be- 
schreven in mijn functiebeschrijving. 
     
21. Mijn functioneren wordt beoor- 
deeld met objectieve meetbare resulta- 
ten. 
     
22. De beoordeling van mijn resultaten 
is gebaseerd op objectieve kwantifi- 
ceerbare resultaten. 
     
23. Mijn beoordelingen leggen de na- 
druk op lange termijn- en groepspresta- 
ties. 
     
24. Ik kan ervanuit gaan dat ik in deze 
baan bij deze organisatie kan blijven 
werken zolang als ik wil. 
     
25. Baanzekerheid is nagenoeg gega- 
randeerd aan mij. 
     
 
 
 
Explorative Learning 
In welke mate hield u zich het afgelopen jaar bezig met de onderstaande activiteiten? 
(1 = in zeer lage mate tot 5 = in zeer hoge mate). 
 
 1 = in zeer lage mate  5 = in zeer hoge mate 
1 2 3 4 5 
1. Het zoeken naar nieuwe 
mogelijkheden ten aanzien van 
diensten, werkzaamheden of 
processen. 
     
2. Het evalueren van verschillende 
opties ten aanzien van diensten, 
werkzaamheden of processen. 
     
3. Activiteiten gericht op een 
aanzienlijke vernieuwing van diensten, 
werkzaamheden of processen. 
     
4. Activiteiten die een behoorlijke 
aanpassing van mijn gebruikelijke 
werkwijzen vereisten. 
     
5. Activiteiten waarbij het nodig was 
nieuwe kennis of vaardigheden aan te 
leren. 
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Exploitative Learning 
In welke mate hield u zich het afgelopen jaar bezig met de onderstaande activiteiten? 
(1 = in zeer lage mate tot 5 = in zeer hoge mate). 
 
 1 = in zeer lage mate 5 = in zeer hoge mate 
1 2 3 4 5 
1. Activiteiten waarbij veel ervaring 
door u is opgedaan. 
     
2. Activiteiten die bestaande (interne) 
klanten dienden met een bestaande 
dienst of product. 
     
3. Activiteiten waarvan het duidelijk 
was voor u hoe ze correct uit te 
voeren. 
     
4. Activiteiten die vooral gericht waren 
om korte termijn doelstellingen te 
behalen. 
     
5. Activiteiten die u correct kon 
uitvoeren door gebruik te maken van 
uw huidige kennis. 
     
6. Activiteiten die duidelijk passen 
binnen het bestaande bedrijfsbeleid. 
     
 
 
 
Job Satisfaction 
Alles bij elkaar genomen, bent u tevre- 
den met uw werk? 
Ja Nee 
 
Algemeen 
Ik ben geboren in het jaar: …. 
 
Wat is uw geslacht? 
□ Man 
□ Vrouw 
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Hoeveel jaar werkt u bij Defensie? 
□ 0-3 jaar 
□ 3-5 jaar 
□ 5-10 jaar 
□ 10-20 jaar 
□ 20-30 jaar 
□ > 30 jaar 
 
 
Ik ben: 
□ Militair 
□ Burger 
 
 
Wat is uw hoogst genoten opleiding? 
□ Lager onderwijs (LBO, VMBO) 
□ Middelbaar onderwijs (MBO, HAVO, VWO) 
□ Hoger onderwijs (HBO, Bachelor) 
□ Universitair onderwijs (Master, PhD) 
□ Anders 
 
 
Bij welke afdeling bent u tewerkgesteld? 
□ Staf MatlogCo 
□ Afdeling Systemen & Analyse 
□ Afdeling Logistiek 
□ Afdeling Techniek 
□ Anders 
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Appendix C. Manager survey 
 
Naam medewerker: 
 
Innovator 
Geef voor elke stelling aan in welke mate dit voor deze medewerker van toepassing is: (1='moet 
veel beter’, 2='moet iets beter’, 3='voldoende', 4='goed', 5='excellent'). 
 
Deze medewerker… 1 = moet veel beter, 5 = excellent 
1 2 3 4 5 
1.   … draagt nieuwe ideeën aan.      
2.   … implementeert nieuwe ideeën.      
3.   … vindt verbeterde manieren om 
iets te doen. 
     
4.   … creëert betere processen en 
routines. 
     
 
 
 
Creativity Performance 
Geef voor elke stelling aan in welke mate dit voor deze medewerker van toepassing is: 
(1 = helemaal mee oneens tot 5 = helemaal mee eens). 
 
 1 = helemaal mee oneens tot 5 = helemaal mee 
eens 
1 2 3 4 5 
1.   Deze medewerker probeert 
nieuwe ideeën en methodes als 
eerste. 
     
2.   Deze medewerker zoekt nieuwe 
ideeën en manieren om 
problemen op te lossen. 
     
3.   Deze medewerker genereert 
baanbrekende ideeën gerelateerd 
aan zijn werkveld. 
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4.   Deze medewerker is een goed 
rolmodel voor creativiteit. 
     
 
 
 
Job Performance 
 
Geef voor elke stelling aan in welke mate dit voor deze medewerker van toepassing is: 
(1 = helemaal mee oneens tot 5 = helemaal mee eens). 
 
Deze medewerker… 1 = moet veel beter, 5 = excellent 
1 2 3 4 5 
1.   … voltooit toegewezen taken 
adequaat. 
     
2.   … vervult verantwoordelijkheden 
zoals gespecificeerd in zijn 
functiebeschrijving. 
     
3.   … voert taken uit die van hem/ 
haar worden verwacht. 
     
4.   …voldoet aan de formele 
prestatie-eisen van de functie. 
     
 
 
 
Algemeen 
Ik ben geboren in het jaar: …. 
 
Wat is uw geslacht? 
□ Man 
□ Vrouw 
 
 
Hoeveel jaar werkt u bij Defensie? 
□ 0-3 jaar 
□ 3-5 jaar 
□ 5-10 jaar 
□ 10-20 jaar 
□ 20-30 jaar 
□ > 30 jaar 
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Ik ben: 
□ Militair 
□ Burger 
 
 
Wat is uw hoogst genoten opleiding? 
□ Lager onderwijs (LBO, VMBO) 
□ Middelbaar onderwijs (MBO, HAVO, VWO) 
□ Hoger onderwijs (HBO, Bachelor) 
□ Universitair onderwijs (Master, PhD) 
□ Anders 
 
 
Bij welke afdeling bent u tewerkgesteld? 
□ Staf MatlogCo 
□ Afdeling Systemen & Analyse 
□ Afdeling Logistiek 
□ Afdeling Techniek 
□ Anders 
47 
Innovation on demand: 
Can Innovative Work Behaviour be stimulated by High Performance Work Systems in a learning organisation? 
Ilse Verdiesen – 838029212 – 30 September 2015 
 
 
Appendix D. Results Confirmatory Factor Analysis 
 
 
TABLE 6 RESULTS CFA EMPLOYEE SURVEY. 
Rotated Component Matrixa 
 Component 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
REA1 ,844 ,157          
PRO3 ,811     ,188      
GEN1 ,795    ,165   ,173    
GEN3 ,792           
REA2 ,777     ,184  -,153    
REA3 ,772     ,170      
PRO1 ,697      ,161   ,387 ,246 
GEN2 ,688 ,295    -,163    -,245  
PRO2 ,672     ,244    ,440 ,216 
EXR3 ,246 ,856          
EXR4 ,152 ,851          
EXR1 ,341 ,798       ,166   
EXR2 ,273 ,785      ,178    
EXR5  ,657  ,307    -,249 -,156 ,214 -,163 
DES2   ,835       ,191  
DES3   ,834       ,171 -,167 
DES1   ,700  ,184       
APP1   ,697 ,322  ,270 ,182   -,152 ,158 
APP2   ,616 ,338  ,324 ,209   -,194  
APP3   ,538 ,254   ,165  ,283   
TRA2   ,156 ,798        
TRA1    ,786        
TRA3   ,233 ,743    ,227    
TRA4   ,233 ,718    ,384    
EXI5 ,178    ,766 ,229      
EXI3     ,745 ,189     ,289 
EXI6 ,192  ,217  ,737       
EXI4     ,684     -,242  
EXI2  ,294   ,669     ,313  
PAR3 ,326     ,697      
PAR1 ,158    ,227 ,684 ,196 ,196 ,213   
PAR4     ,295 ,670 ,152   ,164  
PAR2     ,247 ,581   ,171 -,160 -,330 
STA4   ,163    ,869     
STA1   ,240    ,835     
STA3   ,158 ,191 ,204 ,176 ,735     
MOB1    ,254    ,862    
MOB2    ,190    ,849    
MOB5  ,251  ,188    ,484 ,239  -,154 
SEC1   ,199      ,827   
SEC2 -,230        ,785  -,161 
STA2    ,358   ,429  ,487   
JS1  -,222 ,183   ,397  ,178  ,517  
EXI1  ,439  ,290 ,338     ,509  
MOB3    ,195 ,158  ,166 ,183   ,708 
MOB4   ,155 ,281   ,167 ,316  ,229 -,547 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 
a. Rotation converged in 13 iterations. 
48 
Innovation on demand: 
Can Innovative Work Behaviour be stimulated by High Performance Work Systems in a learning organisation? 
Ilse Verdiesen – 838029212 – 30 September 2015 
 
 
 
TABLE 7 RESULTS CFA MANAGERS’ SURVEY. 
    
Rotated Component Matrixa 
 Component 
1 2 3 
JOB3 ,924 ,157 ,150 
JOB1 ,898 ,210  
JOB4 ,866 ,283 ,269 
JOB2 ,865 ,262 ,243 
IN2 ,228 ,831 ,362 
IN1 ,262 ,785 ,386 
IN4 ,390 ,705 ,423 
IN3 ,298 ,699 ,492 
CP3 ,195 ,356 ,863 
CP1 ,198 ,447 ,775 
CP4 ,335 ,456 ,725 
CP2 ,213 ,594 ,614 
Extraction Method: Principal  Component 
Analysis. 
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser 
Normalization. 
a. Rotation converged in 5 iterations. 
 
